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DETAILED ACTION

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action:

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or

in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for

patent in the United States.

2. Claims 1-7, 10-18, and 20-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated

by Jain et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,745,126), hereinafter Jain.

3. In regards to claim 1, Jain discloses a machine vision system having a plurality of vision

processors (Figure 15 and Column 31, Lines 36-37) and at least one user interface (Figure 4).

A method for instructing the interface in communication with one processor to communicate with

a second processor is given (Column 31, Lines 66-67 and Column 32, Lines 1-2). A link

function (Column 31, Lines 55-57) establishes communication between a vision processor and

the user interface and can be activated to issue instructions to establish communication with

another vision processor (Column 32, Lines 3-9).

4. In regards to claims 2-3, Jain activate a vision processor control (Fig. 4 and Column 22,

Lines 6-7) similar to claim 2, and allow for a user to click (Column 36, Lines 40-43) on a

graphical representation of the control (Fig. 4).

5. In regards to claim 4, Jain shows a graphical representation of a vision processor as a

text string (Fig. 4). It is inherent in the art that text strings can be modified to a number of

various styles, for example, bold type, italics, underline, strike-thru, etc.

6. In regards to claims 5-7, Jain describe the providing of an activation signal to the control,

and how the signal is initiated by the user (Column 22, Lines 1-2), where the "user commands"
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initiate the signal, which is treated as "queries to the system". User interaction is through the

"interactive video interface" (Column 22, Line 4).

7. In regards to claims 10 and 12, Jain disclose how the activation signal is initiated by an

external event and a change in state of a sensor (Column 26, Lines 53-55), where the external

event is the movement of an object in the field of vision, and the change in state of the sensor is

its "tracking" ability. The activation of the control is done by the "camera hand-off' (Column 8,

8. In regards to claim 1 1 , Jain allow for the above external event to be an industrial process

event (Column 7, Lines 42-49) where the viewer is likened to a "broadcast video director" and

the industrial process event is that director's choice to initiate the activation signal.

9. In regards to claim 13, Jain discloses a method for initiating the activation signal by

programmatic decision (Column 17, Lines 20-23), where "the programmed reasoning system"

does the initiating.

10. In regards to claim 14, Jain has been shown to use an external event to initiate an

activation signal, and the user is able to activate another vision processor (Column 22, Lines 6-

11. In regards to claim 15, the link function of Jain is included in the described execution

sequence (Column 31, Lines 48-67) of "master-slave information exchange" (Column 31, Line

12. In regards to claims 16-18, protocols such as TCP/IP are well known in the art to close

the communication connection between two workstations upon exhausting sent data. The

Examiner takes OFFICIAL NOTICE of these teachings. Therefore, it would be obvious to

terminate connection from the first VP upon the establishment of a new connection, due to the

fact that the first VP would be finished sending data. Jain also describes a dynamic, continually

Lines 2-5).

46).
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updated display of a remote vision processor connected to the user interface (Column 32, Lines

52-58).

13. In regards to claim 20, Jain discloses a machine vision system having a plurality of

vision processors (Figure 15 and Column 31, Lines 36-37) and at least one user interface

(Figure 4). A method for instructing the interface in communication with one processor to

communicate with a second processor is given (Column 31, Lines 66-67 and Column 32, Lines

1-2). Jain also provide a graphical representation included in the user interface (Fig. 4) adapted

to initiate an activation signal that instructs the interface to establish communication with

another vision processor (Column 22, Lines 1-2).

14. In regards to claims 21-22 and 31-32, Jain states, "several workstations on the network

act as slaves which process frames based on the master's request", at col. 12, lines 19-21.

Thus, Jain teaches connecting a plurality of vision processors over a network. Furthermore,

TCP/IP protocol is well known in the art, and would have been an obvious choice for network

communication.

15. In regards to claims 23-24, Jain activate a vision processor control (Fig. 4 and Column

22, Lines 6-7) similar to claim 2, and allow for a user to click (Column 36, Lines 40-43) on a

graphical representation of the control (Fig. 4).

16. In regards to claim 25, Jain shows a graphical representation of a vision processor as a

text string (Fig. 4). It is inherent in the art that text strings can be modified to a number of

various styles, for example, bold type, italics, underline, strike-thru, etc.

17. In regards to claim 26, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious

to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a spreadsheet in the user interface of Jain to aid

in control of the invention. Applicant has not disclosed that spreadsheet control provides an

advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in
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the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the

control interface of Jain because the claimed spreadsheet offers no advantages over the

present system. Jain has been shown supra to teach a graphical representation to respond to

user action to instruct a Ul to establish communication with a second VP, enabling continually

updated image display, taught as vision processor control (Fig. 4 and Column 22, Lines 6-7)

allowing for a user to click (Column 36, Lines 40-43) on a graphical representation of the control

(Fig. 4) to switch between camera views.

18. In regards to claim 27, protocols such as TCP/IP are well known in the art to close the

communication connection between two workstations upon exhausting sent data. The

Examiner takes OFFICIAL NOTICE of these teachings. Therefore, it would be obvious to

terminate connection from the first VP upon the establishment of a new connection, due to the

fact that the first VP would be finished sending data.

19. In regards to claims 28-29, Jain shows show a graphical representation of a vision

processor as a text string (Fig. 4). It is inherent in the art that text strings can be modified to a

number of various styles, for example, bold type, italics, underline, strike-thru, etc. Furthermore,

it can be seen from Fig. 4 that buttons are used in the interface to facilitate control.

Implementing icons within interface elements such as buttons is very well known in the art, and

would have been an obvious modification of the invention.

20. In regards to claim 30, Jain discloses a machine vision system having a plurality of

vision processors (Figure 15 and Column 31, Lines 36-37) and at least one user interface

(Figure 4). Jain also provide a graphical representation included in the user interface (Fig. 4)

adapted to initiate an activation signal that instructs the interface to establish communication

with another vision processor (Column 22, Lines 1-2). The system is shown to be in

communication with a first vision processor (Column 31 , Lines 42-43).
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21 . In regards to claim 33, Jain allow for a user to click (Column 36, Lines 40-43) on a

graphical representation (Fig. 4) adapted to respond to user action that instructs the user

interface to establish communication with a second vision processor.

22. In regards to claim 34, Jain shows a graphical representation of a vision processor as a

text string (Fig. 4). It is inherent in the art that text strings can be modified to a number of

various styles, for example, bold type, italics, underline, strike-thru, etc.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as

set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be

patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious

at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said

subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention

was made.

24. Claims 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jain.

25. In regards to claim 27, protocols such as TCP/IP are well known in the art to close the

communication connection between two workstations upon exhausting sent data. The

Examiner takes OFFICIAL NOTICE of these teachings. Therefore, it would be obvious to

terminate connection from the first VP upon the establishment of a new connection, due to the

fact that the first VP would be finished sending data.

26. In regards to claims 28-29, Jain shows show a graphical representation of a vision

processor as a text string (Fig. 4). It is inherent in the art that text strings can be modified to a

number of various styles, for example, bold type, italics, underline, strike-thru, etc. Furthermore,

it can be seen from Fig. 4 that buttons are used in the interface to facilitate control.

Implementing icons within interface elements such as buttons is very well known in the art, and
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would have been an obvious modification of the invention.

27. Claims 8-9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jain

and Blowers et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,298,474).

28. In regards to claims 8 and 9, Jain have been shown to describe a machine vision system

in communication with a vision processor having a method for establishing communication with

a second vision processor, a link function that activates a vision processor control, and an

activation signal for such a control that is initiated by a user via the user interface.

29. Jain does not teach the inclusion of a check box or a radio button into the above user

interface.

30. Blowers et al do teach the inclusion of a check box or a radio button into the user

interface of a machine vision system (Figure 8).

31 . Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the

invention to modify the teachings of Jain to include those of Blowers et al to obtain the method

described by Jain above that includes a check box or radio button in its user interface.

32. Motivation for such a combination is given by Blowers et al, who state, "the method

further includes the step of displaying the graphical representations of possible hardware and

machine vision tasks. Then, the method includes receiving commands from a user to select

desired hardware operating parameters corresponding to desired hardware and machine vision

graphical representation and its associated first control program corresponding to a desired

machine vision task" (Column 3, Lines 26-33). Further motivation for such a combination is

given by Blowers et al' Fig. 8, which depicts a machine vision user interface with a check box. It

is well-known in the art that there are many objects for the selection of items in a user interface,

such as radio buttons, check boxes, list boxes, etc. The examiner takes OFFICIAL NOTICE of
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these teachings as reference material.

33. In regards to claim 19, Jain have been shown to describe a machine vision system in

communication with a vision processor having a method for establishing communication with a

second vision processor.

34. Jain do not allow for a user to configure the vision processor using the user interface.

35. It can easily be seen from Figures 7-9 of Blowers that a user interface has been

provided. Furthermore, the vision tools of Blowers, starting at col. 9, line 35, teach user

interface methods for customizing images provided by a camera, and thus allows to "configure"

the VP to acquire desired features.

36. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the

invention to modify the teachings of Jain with those of Blowers et al to obtain a machine vision

system in communication with a vision processor having a method for establishing

communication with a second vision processor that allows a user to configure the vision

processor using the user interface.

Motivation for such a combination is given by Blowers et al, who state the inclusion of

such configuration: "there is illustrated schematically a machine vision system generally

indicated at 20 generally of the type which can be supported by the method and system of the

present invention." See Blowers, Column 7, Lines 40-44.

Response to Arguments

Applicant's arguments filed 5 April 2004 have been fully considered but they are not

persuasive.
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Regarding arguments to claim 1 (pages 11-12), Applicant in the specification for the

invention discloses that a vision processor (VP) is used for "at least processing and interpreting

images", and a user interface (Ul) for "at least enabling a user to interact with and/or control a

VP". Under these definitions, the "master" and "slave" computers of Jain are vision processors

due to their image processing, and the master computer is easily seen to be the user interface

for controlling vision processors. As to Applicant's argument that "minimal image information is

exchanged" between the central master computer and the remote slave computers, the claim

limitation is that of "a continually updated image display", which states nothing about the volume

of information transferred or the level on which the central and remote computers communicate.

Furthermore, since it has been established that the master computer is a VP, the ability of the

master computer to initiate communication between itself and a slave computer denotes a link

function establishing connection between the first VP and a second VP.

Regarding Applicant's argument of differing architecture (pages 12-13), the argued

ability of any VP to control any other VP is never expressly claimed. Applicant's argument of

"Jain is silent on any computer being used to mediate control" fails to note the user interface of

Fig. 4. A user interface need not be a computer unto itself, and such a computer is not claimed.

It is the contention of the Examiner that the terminology "master" and "slave" used to

describe the computers of Jain does not detract from the fact that they may be used for "at least

processing and interpreting images", and therefore act as vision processors.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to the rejection of claims 2-3, Applicant does NOT

claim "real-time" communication. Furthermore, real-time communication is taught by Jain, at

col. 17, lines 24-30. Moreover, Jain teaches the switching of camera views by way of a user
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interface "camera list", which most certainly activates communication between the master

computer and slave computer, and therefore executes as a "link function".

Regarding Applicant's arguments to the rejection of claim 4, Jain teaches the use of

cameras controlled by slave computers, and thus to select a camera in the user interface of the

master computer is to open communication between a master and a slave, or from one vision

processor to a second.

Applicant's resulting arguments that Jain fails to teach communication between a first VP

and a second VP, and that Jain fails to teach executing a "link function" are moot.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to the rejection of claims 10 and 12 (page 16), it is

inherent that sensors are used to dynamically track perceived objects between Jain's "coverage

zones" (col. 26, lines 53-60).

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claim 11 (page 16), Applicant contends Jain is silent

on an "industrial process event". The specification does not adequately describe the limitations

of an "industrial process event", and is therefore subject to the broadest reasonable

interpretation. The Examiner contends that television broadcasting may be viewed as an

industry, and hence the process of Jain teaches "industrial process events".

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claim 13 (page 17), the Examiner agrees that the

cited material does not sufficiently teach executing the link function through a programmatic
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decision. However, the above-cited "tracking ability" of Jain is a dynamic and automatic feature,

and thus is initiated by programmatic decision.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claim 14 (page 17), Applicant fails to claim

"activating any VP". The argument is rendered moot.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claim 16, protocols such as TCP/IP are well known

in the art to close the communication connection between two workstations upon exhausting

sent data. Therefore, it would be obvious to terminate connection from the first VP upon the

establishment of a new connection, due to the fact that the first VP would be finished sending

data.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claim 19 (page 26), it can easily be seen from

Figures 7-9 of Blowers that a user interface has been provided. Furthermore, the vision tools of

Blowers, starting at col. 9, line 35, teach user interface methods for customizing images

provided by a camera, and thus allows to "configure" the VP to acquire desired features.

Regarding Applicant's arguments to claims 21-22 and 31-32 (page 16), Jain states,

"several workstations on the network act as slaves which process frames based on the master's

request", at col. 12, lines 19-21. Thus, Jain teaches connecting a plurality of vision processors

over a network. Furthermore, TCP/IP protocol is well known in the art, and would have been an

obvious choice for network communication.
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Regarding Applicant's arguments to claims 26-29 (page 27), at the time the invention

was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a

spreadsheet in the user interface of Jain to aid in control of the invention. Applicant has not

disclosed that spreadsheet control provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or

solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected

Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the control interface of Jain because the

claimed spreadsheet offers no advantages over the present system.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Jain to

obtain the invention as specified in claim 26-29.

Duplicate arguments for similarly structured claims (i.e. pp. 19-24) are considered by the

Examiner to have been sufficiently responded to.

Conclusion

The prior art made of record on form PTO-892 and not relied upon is considered

pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Applicant is required under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .1 1 1(c) to consider

these references fully when responding to this action. The documents cited therein teach the

control of multiple cameras in a machine vision system of one or more user interfaces.

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this

Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant

is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE

MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO

MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period

will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37

CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event,

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this

final action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner

should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (703) 305-5914. The

examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (703) 308-3116. The fax phone number for the

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private

PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free).

Michael Roswell

6/28/2004
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